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REMARKS 

Applicants' amendment of claim 15 serves to correct a lypograpWcal ciTor and is not in 
response to any rejection or remark in the office action mailed 09/29/2004. 

Tha Examiner rejected claims 15-17, 19, 21-24, 26^28, 30-38, and 40-43 under 35 U.S.C, 
§1 02(e) as allegedly being anticipated by LaFolIettc ct al. 6,61 0,440. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1 8, 20, 25, 29 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over LuFoUctte ct al. 6,610,440 as applied to claims 15-17, 19, 21-24, 26-28, 
30-38, and 40-43. and further in view of Bates ct al. 5,561,004 and Wolk et al 

Applicants respectfully traverse the §102 and §103 rejections witli the following 
arguments. 
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35JlLSXL§)lfl20sl 

The Examiner rejccled claims 15-17. 19. 21-24, 26-28, 30-38. and 40-43 under 35 U.S.C. 
§l02(e) as allegedly being anticipated by LaFollctte et al. 6.610,440- 

Applicants respectfully contend that LaFollctte does not anticipate claim 15, because 
I^aFollctte docs not teach each and every feature of claim 1 5. 

As a first example vfhy UFoUctte does not anticipate claim 15. LaFoUette docs not teach 
the feuLurc: "forming a layer of electronic devices on the scniiconductor wafer, wherein the layer 
of electronic devices incUtdcs at least one electronic device". 

Although the Examiner alleges that layer 30 in LaFollctte is a layer of electronic devices, 
AiJplicants contend that LaFollctte discloses layer 30 to be oflaycr of silicon dioxide which is 
not a layer of electronic devices as required by claim 1 5. Sec LaFollctte, FIG. 3 in which layer 
30 is identified to be a layer of silicon dioxide. Applicants additionally contend that the 
Examiner's citation of col. 20, lines 151- of LaFollcUc is not persuasive, because col. 20, lines 
15+ of LaFollctte do not discuss layer 30 and most certainly do not disclose that layci- 30 is a 
layer of electronic devices. 

As a second example why UnFollette docs not anticipate claim 15, LaFollettc does not 
teach the feature: "wherein the first conductive metallization conductively couples a first 
electrode of the at least one battery to the at lea-st one electronic device, and wherein the second 
conductive melallization conductively couples a second electrode of the batteiy to tlic at least one 
electronic device". 

The Kxamincr argues that in LaFollettc: the layer of electronic devices is represented by 
10/632,652 . 



PAGE 1SI18' I^VDAT 1M2004 10:34:43 AMIEastem Standard Time]*8VI^USPT0{FX^^^^ 



DEC-27-04 HON 10:57 AM FAX NO. P. 

layer 30, the first conductive metallization is represented by layer 46. the second conductive 
mcuillization is represented by layer 47 or 49, the first electrode of the batlery 44' is represented 
by layer 34", and the second electrode of the battery 44' is represented by layer 40". 

In response, Applicants note that LaFoUctte docs not disclose any electronic devices in 
layiir 30 to which layer 46, 47, and 49 can be conduclivcly coupled, as explained supra. 

Moreover with respect layer 47, FIG. 3 of LaFollettc does not show any conductive 
coupling between layer 47 and layer 30 and instead shows insulativc polyimidc spacer 38 
insulatively scpai-ating layer 47 from layer 30. Therefore, layer 47 does not conductively couple 
the second electrode 40" of the battery 44' to the layer 30 as would be required to support the 

Examiner's argument. 

Moreover with respect layer 49, FIG. 5 of LaFollettc does not show any conductive 
coupling between layer 49 and layer 30 and instead shows insulative polyimide spacer 38 
insulalivcly separating layer 49 from layer 30. Therefore, layer 49 does not conductively couple 
the second electrode 40" of the baltciy 44' to the layer 30 as would be required to support Uie 
Examiner's argument. 

Based on the preceding argiraenls, Applicants respectfiiUy maintain that LaFollettc does 
not anticipate claim 1 5, and that claim 1 5 is in condition for allowance. Since claims 16-1 7, 1 9, 
21-24, 26, 26-28, 30-38, and 40-43 depend from claim 15, Applicants contend Uiat claims 16-17, 
19, 21-24, 26, 26-28, 30-38, and 40-43 are likewise in condition for allowance. 
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The Examiner rejected claims 18, 20, 25, 29, and 39 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over LaFollette ct al. 6.610,440 as applied to claims 15-1 7, 19, 21-24, 26-28, 
30-38, and 40-43, and furtlier in view of Bates et al. 5,561 ,004 and Wolk ct al. 

Since claims 18, 20. 25, 29, and 39 depend from claim 15, which Applicants have argued 
supra to not be unpatentable over LaFollette under 35 U.S.C, §102(e). Applicants maintain that 
claims 1 8, 20, 25, 29, and 39 are likewise not unpatentable over LaFollette in view of Bates and 
wolk under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 



16 



10/632,652 



PAGE WW RCVD AT 12127/2004 10:34:43 AM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1f3 ' DNIS:8729306 * CSID: * DURATION (min-s$):04-26 



DEC-27-04 HON 10:58 AM FAX NO. P. 



CONCLUSION 

Based on Ihc preceding arguments, Applioinls respectfully believe that all pending claims 
and tho entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and therefore request 
favorable action. If the Examiner believes that anything further would be helpful to place the 
application in better condition for allowance, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants' representative at the telephone iiiimber listed below. The Director is hereby 
authorized to charge and/or credit Deposit Account 09-0457. 



Date: ^^H-Loo^ JkU f- TaM^ 

Ja«c P. Friedman 
Rc^stralion No. 44,688 



Sclnnciser, Olsen &- Waits 
3 Lear Jet Lane, Suite 201 
Latham, New York 12110 
(518)220-1850 
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